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Introduction
Todd Akin was a former United States Representative for Missouri’s 2nd congressional
district. While up for reelection, he became infamous during a 2012 radio interview with a local
news station. Akin was an outspoken opponent of abortion, and when questioned about whether
legitimate rape is a reason for abortion, he claimed that, “If it is legitimate rape, the female body
has ways to try to shut that whole thing down” (Klar & Krupinov 2016, p. 56). This absurd claim
made the headlines of news stations across the country, and disdain on both sides of the isle. In
the book “Independent Politics”, by Samara Klar and Yanna Krupnikov, the authors looked at
national polling data taken before and after Akin’s statement-polling data was available since it
was an election year- and saw a significant decrease in Republican voters after the statement
made the news. The authors went on to suggest that decrease in Republican self-identification
could have been a result of the concept of self-monitoring (Klar & Krupinov, 2016).
Self-monitoring is when individuals modify their behavior in a socially desirable fashion
(Klar & Krupinov, 2016). A self-monitoring scale has been created and improved upon over the
years and has yielded important results on how individuals react to politically sensitive issues.
The scale splits participants into two groups: low and high self-monitors. Low self-monitors are
less concerned with the socially desirable opinion and are more likely to take up decisive
political opinions. High self-monitors try to mirror the socially desirable response, and in turn
hide their personal opinions (Berinsky & Lavine, 2012). Overall, the concept of self-monitoring
suggests that when exposed to uncomfortable situations, some individuals will hide their true
beliefs to become more socially desirable.
So how do voters react to political scandal, especially when the scandal is of their own
party? Before collecting the data, expectations were that high self-monitors would identify as an
1

independent when exposed to the partisan political scandal. But, when presented with a nonpartisan political scandal, high self-monitors would feel more comfortable identifying as their
own partisanship. This study offers mixed results. We found that high self-monitors had the only
meaningful differences, and low self-monitors did not display significant differences across the
versions. The Republican scandal yielded the most meaningful response, with the lowest number
of Republican self-identifiers.
Studying self-monitoring allows researchers to gain a greater understanding of an
individual’s desire to cloud their true intentions to socially sensitive questions (Berinsky &
Lavine, 2012). By studying how political scandal affects voters, we can draw broader
conclusions about the impact of outside information on elections. Are individuals likely to sway
their vote upon hearing about political scandal, or will they remain loyal to their partisanship no
matter what? Campaigns would benefit from research on self-monitoring, especially on collegeaged voters. There is little research on how college-aged voters and self-monitoring. Are young
voters influenced by political scandal, or are they not even concerned?

Current Works on Self-Monitoring and Political Scandal
Self-Monitoring
When White Voters Evaluate Black Candidates. Do white voters evaluate black
candidates based on varying cognitive processing? To answer this question, Nayda Terkildsen
surveyed the Kentucky Juror pool. There were three different versions of the survey: one with a
white candidate, light-skinned candidate, and dark-skinned candidate. After reading a fictitious
political background, participants were asked to answer a questionnaire that included: a self-
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monitor test, feeling thermometer for the candidate, vote choice for the candidate, and a
prejudice test (Terkildsen, 1993).
The results indicated that self-monitoring played an important role in candidate
evaluation. Low self-monitors exhibited significantly more negative evaluations of the darkskinned candidate, while high self-monitors had a great unwillingness to display negative
evaluations of the dark-skinned candidate (Terkildsen, 1993). Additionally, high self-monitors
who were racially intolerant still were unwilling to have a negative evaluation of the darkskinned candidate (Terkildsen, 1993). Overall, self-monitoring was deemed as an important
indicator of why there is a “…divergence in poll results and actual vote counts in biracial
electoral contests” (Terkildsen 1993, p. 1049). Sadly, the authors findings suggest that no
amount of reforms can overcome the barrier for the deep-seeded racial misconceptions of white
voters on black candidates.
Self-Monitoring and Political Attitudes. How can researchers accurately measure public
attitudes on socially sensitive topics with overt prejudice declining on national studies? Adam J.
Berinsky and Howard Lavine offer a solution to this problem by using the self-monitoring scale.
The self-monitoring scale was created and improved upon since 1974 and has gathered valuable
results for the field of psychology (Berinsky & Lavine, 2012). Berinsky and Lavine decided that
this scale could yield important results for how individuals react to political situations, mainly
those involving race-sensitive issues.
While the old self-monitoring scale has yielded significant results in various research
projects, Berinksy and Lavine decided to update the scale for “…direct use in attitude surveys”
(Berinsky & Lavine 2012, p. 30). They raised several issues with the traditional survey such as:
the scale is too long, and the true-false format used is inappropriate to gain more detailed results
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(Berinsky & Lavine, 2012). The authors preferred the updated survey which is three questions
with answers ranging from “never” to “always”. In the 2006 American National Election
Studies’ Pilot Study, the authors used the traditional self-monitoring scale in half of the surveys
and the updated self-monitoring scale in the other half. Overall, they found that the updated selfmonitoring scale had better measurement properties and was a promising sign for future data
collection (Berinsky & Lavine, 2012).
The results of their study characterized the extremes of the self-monitoring scale. Low
self-monitors are less likely to hide from decisive opinions on political surveys such as: saying
men are more suited to work in the government than women, and to report their beliefs on
racially desirable traits. On the other hand, high self-monitors are more motivated to the neutral
or socially desirable response on decisive political opinions (Berinsky & Lavine, 2012).
Independent Politics. Who are independent voters, and why do they identify as being an
independent? This is the main question that Samara Klar and Yanna Krupinov seek to answer in
their book, Independent Politics: How American Disdain for Parties Leads to Political Inaction.
Klar and Krupinov take a more holistic approach of one’s decision to identify as an independent
(Klar & Krupinov, 2016). To examine how independent voters think, the authors isolate
independent voters through various experiments. The authors found that most independents are
uninformed, have little interest in politics, or exhibit a tendency to hide their true partisanship to
be more socially desirable.
One of conclusions that the book draws is that independent voters tend to embark in
“impression management.” Impression management is when individuals “routinely adjust their
opinions and behaviors to make the most positive impression they can on others” (Klar &
Krupinov 2016, p. 21). In terms of politics, when people apply negative connotations to
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partisans, they believe that projecting a nonpartisan image could be socially desirable (Klar &
Krupinov, 2016). To measure impression management, the authors employ the self-monitor test.
Those identified as “high self-monitors” are more likely to adapt their behaviors to be more
socially desirable. “Low self-monitors” are less concerned with socially desirable behaviors
(Klar & Krupinov, 2016).
The authors perform an experiment to draw a correlation between independent voters and
self-monitoring. They hypothesized that independent voters will exhibit high self-monitoring
characteristics more than their partisan counterparts (Klar & Krupinov, 2016). In this
experiment, participants were given one of three versions of text to read before answering
questions about their partisanship. One version of the text spoke of political unity, another
highlighted political disunity, and the last was a control that described details of Groundhog Day
(Klar & Krupinov, 2016). The results showed that when high self-monitors were presented with
political disunity, they were more likely to identify as an independent than as partisan (Klar &
Krupinov, 2016).

Political Scandal
Political Hypocrisy. Do voters evaluate political candidates differently in the wake of
scandal? Yosef Bhatti, Kasper M. Hansen, and Asmus Leth Olsen seek to answer this question in
their article, Political hypocrisy: The effect of political scandals on candidate evaluations. The
authors employ experimental survey methods on the Danish electorate. There were two different
surveys that were distributed. One focused on the implications gender might have on scandal
evaluations, the other was designed to elicit a strictly partisan response (no gender involved).
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Their surveys ask participants to evaluate the level of severity that various types of political
scandal would hurt the trustworthiness of the candidate (Bhatti, et al., 2013).
A hypothesis of theirs was whether members of the opposite party would react more
critically to candidates of the other party (Bhatti, et al., 2013). The results resoundingly
confirmed this hypothesis as true. Members of the Social Democrats were more critical of
candidates of the opposing Liberal party, than candidates of their own party (Bhatti, et al., 2013).
When members of the opposing party evaluated candidates of the opposing party, they were
always negative. They denoted that the evaluation was always going to be negative of the
opposing party, even without the scandal (Bhatti, et al., 2013). Their results additionally
indicated that voters could become more partisan where ideological scandals were present
(Bhatti, et al., 2013). Participants were more critical of scandalous events that went against the
candidate’s party beliefs. For example, Social Democrats were punished more for using private
hospitals since the Social Democratic party strongly opposes private hospitals (Bhatti, et al.,
2013).
An additional component of the survey was to examine the effect of the candidate’s
gender on evaluation. The survey found that gender did not play a significant role in evaluating
political scandal (Bhatti, et al., 2013). Male and female candidates were evaluating equally for
most of the scandal scenarios. There was only a slight difference in the scenario where the
candidate abstained from voting since they had to stay home and watch their child (Bhatti, et al.,
2013).
Independent Politics. Here, the authors continued to explore the relationship between
self-monitoring and partisanship when influenced by real-world scandal. To do this, they
analyzed the 2012 polling data before and after Todd Akin’s infamous statement. Luckily for
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researchers, this was during an election year where polls were being routinely collected. By
comparing polls from a week before Akin’s statement to the week after, one can see that the
number of independents increased while the number of republicans fell (Klar & Krupinov,
2016). Yet since there could have been a plethora of other factors on the change in results, there
cannot be a direct correlation for the effect of political scandal on self-identification.

Methodology
Hypotheses
We are testing to see how partisans respond when exposed to political scandal. Our
expectation is that when presented to partisan political scandal, high self-monitoring like-minded
respondents will hide their partisanship. So: in version 1 (Democratic senator scandal) we are
expecting for there to be fewer Democrats, and in version 2 we would expect fewer Republicans.
When looking at the Independent scandal we are expecting for there to be more partisans, and
less Independents.
In terms of self-monitoring, we expect for high self-monitors to have a higher variance
amongst their responses. Alternatively, low self-monitors should have an even distribution
throughout each version. We expect this since high self-monitors should be driven to the socially
desirable outcome, while low self-monitors should make their decision regardless of the socially
desirable outcome.
Lastly, we are expecting for high self-monitors to exhibit a lower level of political
importance, while low self-monitors are expected to have a stronger level of political
importance. This expectation derives from the idea that when high self-monitors chose the
socially desirable outcome, they will value their own political identity less. On the other hand,
low self-monitors will maintain their own political identity over the socially desirable outcome.
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Protocol
Sample. Since there is a limited amount of political data on college-aged individuals, the
sample is made up of college students at Western Michigan University. The survey was
administered in the classroom, in hopes of yielding a high return rate. Professors were emailed
and asked for permission to administer the survey in their class (email attached as Appendix A).
Researcher (Michael Sekich) disbursed the surveys in the approved classrooms. Consent
(attached as Appendix B) was read orally by the researcher. The survey was approved on
February 13th, 2020 (attached as Appendix C). The target number of respondents was initially
400, but due to the COVID-19 virus, distribution was limited to 205 respondents.
Design. The overall research design is an experimental survey in three versions presented
as the introduction of the survey (survey with three versions attached as Appendix E). Each
version encompassed the same scenario: that a political figure was involved in a drunk driving
accident but was still going to run for re-election.
When creating a fictitious case of political scandal, we relied heavily on studies
conducted within Political Hypocrisy. We wanted a scenario where there would be some
decisiveness on whether they should support the party or not. If the scenario was too strong-as if
they murdered someone-there would be an obvious universal agreement that this candidate did
something bad and would surely yield negative voter responses. The drunk driving scenario was
chosen since it yielded the mean result, in terms of negative voter evaluation (Bhatti, et al.,
2013). Drunk driving is a scenario where there is just enough decisiveness to yield interesting
results. The gender of the political figure was not identified due to studies where gender was
determined not a significant factor of candidate evaluation (Bhatti, et al., 2013).
The partisanship of the political figure differed in each version. Version 1 had a
Democrat Senator, version 2 had a Republican Senator, and version 3 had a non-partisan judge.
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The non-partisan judge acted as a control group, while the partisan groups were designed to elicit
a partisanship-based response.
Following the brief introduction, participants were asked to fill out several some
demographic information including class year, age, academic college, and gender. This
demographic information ensures that we achieved randomization in the distribution. Each
version is identical for: age, gender, academic college, class (attached as Appendix D).
Additionally, there was no significant chi-squares when looking at the total counts. The only
significant chi-square was looking at the age differences between low and high self-monitors.
Looking at age, the chi-square indicates high self-monitors tend to be younger. The chi-squares
of these demographics verify that the distribution of these factors was the same across all
versions, showing that these demographics did not provide an explanation for the levels of selfmonitoring.
Next, the participants were asked to self-identify their partisanship. These questions
derived from a survey completed in Independent Politics (Klar & Krupikov 2016, Study 3.1).
Participants were asked if they were a Democrat, Republican or Independent. Following that
question, participants were asked how strong their partisanship was-weak or strong partisan. For
independents, they were asked which side they would lean towards. Those questions created our
7-point scale to measure their partisanship. Our scale measures from 1 (Strong Democrats) to 7
(Strong Republicans).
The last part of the survey was a shortened version of the Berinsky and Lavine 5-point
self-monitoring test (Berinsky & Lavine, 2012). This version of the self-monitoring test is a
stronger measure than the alternative true/false version, and older versions (Berinsky & Lavine,
2012). Values 1-5 were assigned to the choices: “never” to “always”, and “very poor” to
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“excellent”. The highest score an individual could receive is a 15/15, and the lowest is a 3/15.
High self-monitors were identified as those who received a score of 9 or higher, and low-selfmonitors were those who received an 8 or lower. Self-monitors were split above and below 8
because that was the halfway point for our total responses. 58.1% of respondents were identified
as 8 or below, while 41.9% of respondents were identified as 9 or above (see in table 1,
Appendix F).

Findings
Democratic Scandal
Our first expectation was that there would be less participants identifying as Democrats
when they read about a scandal involving a Democratic Senator. The results indicated a mixed
response. Amongst all respondents 24.2% still identified as a Strong Democrat (seen in table 2,
attached as Appendix G). This was the most popular answer in the first version. Even when
looking at the response of high and low self-monitors, Strong Democrat was not the least popular
result: 29% and 20% respectively. When looking at the graphical representation displaying the
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distribution of responses by version (Graph 1), one can see the inconsistent “U-shape” formed by
high self-monitors.
Party ID: High vs Low Self-Monitors

Party ID
1=Strong Democrat
2=Weak Democrat
3=Leaning
Democrat
4=Independent
5=Leaning
Republican
6=Weak
Republican
7=Strong
Republican
Party ID
When looking at the Republican response to version 1, we expected that there would be
more Republicans. This expectation was assumed since Republicans should feel more confident
about their partisanship when reading about a Democratic Senator’s scandal. Amongst high selfmonitors, there was a large percentage of participants who identified as Strong Republican in
version one (22.6%). This was the second most popular response amongst high self-monitors in
version one. So, while there were a large percentage of Strong Democrats, some high self-
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monitors could have been influenced to identify as a Republican after reading about the
Democratic party scandal.
In comparison amongst other the other versions, version 1 yielded the smallest number of
total Democrats (51.5%) but not by much since version 3 had only 2.4% more total Democrats
(53.9%), and version 2 had the most Democrats (63.2%). So, after reading about a case of
Democratic scandal Democratic respondents actually bolstered their support. Similar to a fight or
flight response, our Democratic respondents chose to stick with their partisanship. Even the high
self-monitors were not deterred from identifying as a Democrat. When looking at the overall
Republican response, version one yielded the highest percentage of Strong Republican responses
of high self-monitors (22.6%). Additionally, version 1 yielded the highest percentage of total
Republican responses amongst low and high self-monitors (48.5% and 45.2% respectively).
So overall, our expectations were met with mixed results. While version 1 did yield the
highest percentage of total Republican responses (47%), it also had the highest percentage of
Strong Democrat response (24.2%). There is not a clear explanation for why some Democrats
decided to bolster their support for the Democratic party after reading about their scandal, but
one explanation could be due to the high variance in the high self-monitor’s responses. After
running a chi-squared test between high and low self-monitors, the high self-monitors yielded a
significant value of .045. That means that high self-monitors responded differently in each
version, they did not follow a specific pattern. So, an explanation for the varied responses of high
self-monitors could be that high self-monitors are difficult to analyze and answer with a certain
element of randomness.
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Republican Scandal
Our expectation for version 2 of the survey was that there would be a smaller number of
Republican responses. We believed that when Republicans read about the scandal of a likeminded senator, they would hide their partisanship-especially high self-monitors. What we found
was that our expectations were accurate here. The Strong Republican response was the least
popular response of version 2 (4.4%). High and low self-monitors alike chose the Strong
Republican response the least (4.0% and 4.7% respectively). When looking at the
aforementioned graph-specifically at version 2-there is a vast difference on the right
(Republican) side of the graph from the left side (Democrat). Clearly, participants were more
inclined to not identify as a Republican after reading about Republican scandal.
In comparison to other versions, version 2 yielded the smallest percentage of total
Republican responses (30.9%) while the version 1 and 3 yielded higher total Republican
responses (47% and 43.1% respectively). This shows that out of any version, participants were
least likely to choose the Republican response in version 2. High and low-self monitors
responded as Republican in version 2 much less than in versions 1 and 3. Amongst high selfmonitors: 24% self-identified as Republican in version two, 45.2% self-identified as a
Republican in version 1, and in version 3 42.3% self-identified as a Republican. Similarly, only
34.9 % of low self-monitors self-identified as a Republican in version 2 which is less than the
48.5% in version 1, and 43.6% in version 3. As expected, high self-monitors were less likely
than low self-monitors to identify as a Republican in version 2.
Overall, our expectation that high self-monitors would be deterred from self-identifying
as a Republican after reading about a Republican scandal seems accurate in wake of our study.
Version 2 yielded the smallest number of self-identifying Republicans, and the lowest amount of
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self-identifying Strong Republicans. Yet, more low self-monitors were deterred than expected.
The diminishing self-identifying effect was less, but still prevalent amongst low self-monitorswhich came as a surprise.

Independent Judge Scandal
When presented with a case of a non-partisan scandal-version 3- we expected for there to
be more partisans. Partisans should feel more comfortable in self-identifying when there is no
partisan scandal. Additionally, independents should split out and identify as partisan when they
hear about a non-partisan independent judge scandal. We found that our expectations aligned
with the results. The least popular answer in version three was the Independent response (3.1%).
Even when the sample is divided into high and low self-monitors, the Independent response
(7.7% and 0.0% respectively) was still the smallest. When looking at the version 3 section of the
prior graph, there is a sizeable divot in the middle. That divot displays how respondents were
split out to identify as partisan, and not as an Independent. Both low and high-self monitors
exhibited the divot, but high self-monitors had a strange spike in identifying as a Weak
Democrat. That spike added some variance to the high self-monitor response, but that makes
sense due to the aforementioned chi-squared statistic.
In comparison to the other versions, version 3 did not have the lowest independent
percentage (3.1%). Version 1 had the lowest total Independent percentage of 1.5%. This was not
expected and does go against our expectations that this version would produce the lowest
Independent percentage. Even when divided into high and low self-monitors version 3 did not
yield the lowest Independent percentage of either. Additionally, version 3 did not generate more
partisan responses than the other two versions.
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Overall, the results of version 3 support our expectations when not compared to the other
versions. Alone, version 3 would support our expectations since there was a lower number of
Independents than partisans. Yet, the results of version 3 are dampened when compared to the
other versions. Version 1 had the least number of independents (1.5%), and version 2 only had
2.8% more Independents (5.9%). In all of the versions, both high and low self-monitors generally
did not choose to identify as an Independent.

The Independent Leaners
As mentioned earlier, one of the questions of the survey asked those who identified as an
Independent to choose which side they lean towards. This question was designed to see if
Independent respondents were hiding their partisanship. Our expectation was that there would be
a higher number of Democratic party leaners in version 1, and a higher number of Republican
Party leaners in version 2. After analyzing the results, our expectations were met with mixed
results.
To generate an adequate response, we generated a table (Table 3, attached as Appendix
H) that isolated the leaning question. Most chose to lean one way or another, while others
maintained their Independent response. In version 1, more participants leaned towards the
Republican Party (52.6%) than the Democratic Party (42.1%). Version 2 produced more
Democratic Responses (60.7%) than Republican responses (25.0%). The following is a graphical
representation of the table.
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Party ID of Independent Leaners: High vs Low Self
Monitors

Party ID
3=Leaning
Democrat
4=Independent
5=Leaning
Republican

Party ID
These results do not support our expectations, especially when the responses are divided
into high and low self-monitors. The low self-monitors strayed from the impacted party by
displaying more Republican (70.0%) than Democrat (30.0%) responses in version 1, and more
Democrat (58.8%) than Republican (37.5%) in version 2. High self-monitors produced different
results. Version 2 did mirror the other results by having more Democrat (63.6%) than Republican
responses (18.2%). Affirming our expectation, high self-monitors had more Democrat (55.6%)
than Republican (33.3%) responses in version 1. This result indicates that high self-monitors
were hiding in the Independent category in response to the Democratic Party scandal.
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So, when looking at the Independent leaners our expectations were met with some
confusion. When looking at how all the participants leaned, it opposes our expectations. But
once you divide them into high and low self-monitors our expectation is met only in version one
amongst high self-monitors. The low self-monitors leaned towards the opposing party (in terms
of each version), while high self-monitors hid their partisanship in an expected fashion only in
version 1. Yet, when looking at the results we must keep in mind that they are statistically weak
due to the small number of respondents in each category.

Importance of Political Identity and Self-Monitoring
Here, our expectation was that high self-monitors would value their political identity as
less important than the low self-monitors. We thought this would happen since Independents
tend to be high self-monitors, and Independents display a general lack of political efficacy (Klar
& Krupinov, 2016). The results indicated that there was not a significant difference between how
high and low self-monitors value their political identity. In this study, both high and low selfmonitors generally deemed their political identity as important. The following graph displays
how high and low self-monitors responded (Table 4 attached as Appendix I).
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Importance of Political Identity: High vs Low
Self-Monitors

Importance of Political
Identity
1=Extremely
Unimportant
2=Unimportant
3=Somewhat
Unimportant
4=Neutral
5=Somewhat Important
6=Important
7=Extremely Important
Importance of Political Identity
Generally, participants valued their political identity as somewhat important or important.
This was surprising to see since it refutes the stigma that college students typically do not care
about their political identity. Another interesting result of this section of the study is that high
self-monitors made up the extremes of the scale. This could indicate that low self-monitors were
more likely to keep their answers around neutral, which would not allign with prior studies
conducted on self-monitoring if neutral was the socially desirable outcome (Berinsky & Lavine,
2012). Overall, our expectations were not met in this version of the study since both high and
low self-monitors valued their political identity as somewhat important to important to them.
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Discussion
Relevance
The Self-monitoring Scale and Party Evaluation. This study promoted the idea that selfmonitoring plays a role in party evaluation. Berinsky and Lavine supported this idea, as well as
the formerly mentioned Terkildsen study. Both researchers found that high self-monitors are
drawn towards the socially desirable choice, while low self-monitors decide regardless. There are
several instances of that occurrence in this study, but with mixed results. A good example of that
idea being supported in this study is through the importance of political identity and selfmonitoring section. There, we saw most high self-monitors grouped around the neutral and
somewhat important responses. Those who were at the ends of the scale (extremely unimportant,
and extremely important) were mainly low self-monitors. That displays how those who chose the
socially desirable outcome were typically high self-monitors. Yet, when we introduced
partisanship there were mixed results. The majority of high and low self-monitors strayed from
the expected socially desirable outcome in version 1. In version 2 and 3, both high and low selfmonitors chose the socially desirable outcome. Typically, low self-monitors had a more even
disbursement of responses, but still mirrored the high self-monitors to a degree. Overall, this
study promoted the idea that self-monitoring plays a role in party evaluation but did not further
the expected outcomes for how high and low self-monitors would react.
Impression Management. Within “Independent Politics”, the authors show that high selfmonitors are more likely to identify as an Independent when presented with political disunity.
This study furthered that idea by seeing which side independents would lean when presented
with partisan disunity. Both high and low self-monitors strayed away from disunity. But when
looking at the overall results of this study their core idea is not supported. High self-monitors
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went further than just hiding as an Independent here, they switched sides. Some chose the
socially desirable outcome while others stood their ground. This study muddled their result but
did support that there is an element of impression management in self-identification.
The Akin Effect. Independents exposed to political scandal are expected to choose the
socially desirable outcome. When the authors of “Independent Politics” looked at the polls from
the 2012 election to determine if Todd Akin’s scandal swayed voters one way or another, they
could not generate a conclusive result (Klar & Krupinov, 2016). This study supported their
expectation that Akin’s scandal caused partisans to hide under the Independent label. The version
1 results supported this idea, since there were more high self-monitors who leaned towards the
Democratic Party. But when presented with version 2 there was still a larger amount of high selfmonitors who leaned towards the Democratic Party. When presented with partisan scandal,
Independents leaned towards the socially desirable outcome.

Importance
The results of this study are important to the advancement of the role of political scandal
in party evaluations. Individuals are swayed by political scandal, but in various ways. This study
indicates that political scandal does have a sizeable effect when evaluating political parties, but it
may not be the largest effect. That does not mean that the effect of political scandal should be
downplayed. When authentic and evident, scandal will create temporary political shame. Yet,
this study also shows that some individuals will maintain their political support no matter the
scandal. These individuals are not only low self-monitors, they are high self-monitors as well.
Additionally, this study provides more information on how college students react to
political scandal. Before this study there was limited information on how college students reacted
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to scandal. In the age of social media, political scandal is easier to find and to spread. With
college students being the ones who most utilize social media, knowing how they view political
scandal is critical for how political parties run damage control for their elections. The results of
this study indicate that college students are critical of political scandal, just in various ways.

Conclusion
Political scandal is a prevalent component of elections and politics in general. Analyzing
the effects of political scandal can provide valuable insights on other aspects of political science
like self-monitoring. Research on political scandal is a growing field, especially research
focusing on college-aged voters. This study offers an insight on how college students view
political scandal, and whether self-monitoring impacts their view.
We found that our Republican respondents were more dissuaded by political scandal than
the other partisans were. Additionally, Independents were also affected by political scandal and
were persuaded towards the partisan ends of the spectrum. Yet, our Democrat respondents were
not affected by hearing of political scandal and actually bolstered their support in response to
Democratic scandal. We also found that low self-monitors did display a more even distribution
across all the versions than their high self-monitoring counterparts. High self-monitors exhibited
significant variance across each version. In terms of political importance, there was no difference
between high and low self-monitors. Both generally ranked their political importance in between
neutral and somewhat important.
Upon reflection, there are several components that could strengthen the results. First, the
study could yield increasingly significant results if there were more people tested. The initial
goal was 400 but due to the effects of the COVID-19 pandemic the survey gathering process was
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halted and resulted in only half of the desired respondents. A larger sample-with a broader age
diversification-could yield stronger results. Secondly, adding more cases of scandal would offer
a more comprehensive view of political scandal and self-monitoring. For example, some high
self-monitors might react more strongly to more scandalous events. Replicating the “Political
Hypocrisy” study but adding an element of self-monitoring could yield significant results that
would further the ideas of this study. Lastly, adding a candidate thermometer to this study would
be able to show whether individuals were swayed from identifying as the party, or from
supporting that candidate. That study would be able to expand these results into a discussion on
candidate evaluation.
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Appendices
Appendix A
Email Recruitment Template
Dear [INSERT PROFESSOR NAME],
My name is Michael Sekich and I am a senior student here at Western Michigan University. I am
reaching out to you in regards to my Honors Thesis. My thesis explores the relationship
between party identification and political scandal, whether or not political scandal influences
party identification. A critical component of my research is to gather data through the
administration of surveys. I was wondering if I could come into your classroom and administer
my survey to your students. The whole process will take under fifteen minutes of your class
time. Attached is a sample survey if you would like to review the content. Let me know if you
would be willing to participate in this study, and if you have any other questions.
Thank you,
Michael Sekich
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Appendix B
Consent Form
Western Michigan University
Political Science
Principal Investigator:
Student Investigator:

J. Kevin Corder
Michael Sekich

You are invited to participate in this research project titled “Political Scandal and Party
Identification.”
STUDY SUMMARY: This consent form is part of an informed consent process for a research
study and it will provide information that will help you decide whether you want to take part in
this study. Participation in this study is completely voluntary. You may choose to not answer
any question. The purpose of the research is to: gather data on the political views of WMU
students and will serve as Michael Sekich’s thesis for the requirements of the Lee Honors
College. If you take part in the research, you will be asked to read a brief paragraph then answer
some question about your political views. Your replies will be completely anonymous, so do not
put your name anywhere on the survey. Your time in the study will take up to 15 minutes.
Possible risk and costs to you for taking part in the study may be time to complete a survey and
there are no direct positive benefits. An alternative to taking part in the research study is to
embark in private study time. Your alternative to taking part in the research study is not to take
part in it.
The de-identified (anonymous) information collected for this research will not be used by or
distributed to investigators for other research.
Should you have any questions prior to or during the study, you can contact J. Kevin Corder at
(269) 387-5697 or j.kevin.corder@wmich.edu or Michael Sekich at (586) 899-8096 or
michael.s.sekich@wmich.edu. You may also contact the Chair, Institutional Review Board at
269-387-8293 or the Vice President for Research at 269-387-8298 if questions arise during the
course of the study.
This consent document has been approved for use for one year by the Western Michigan
University Institutional Review Board (WMU IRB) as indicated by the stamped date and
signature of the board chair in the upper right corner.
Participating in this survey indicates your consent for use of the answers you supply.
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Appendix C
HSIRB Approval Letter
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Appendix D
Demographic Tables
Age
% Within Version
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% Within High/Low Self-Monitors

Gender
% Within Version

28

% Within High/Low Self-Monitors

Academic College
% Within Version

29

% Within High/Low Self-Monitors

Class
% Within Version

30

% Within High/Low Self-Monitors
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Appendix E
Survey
Survey Question Text
(The survey questions may be formatted differently on the paper survey)
[Subjects assigned to one of the following articles as the first paragraph of the survey]
[Version 1]
In what seems to be a frequent story, a Michigan Democratic Senator has been caught up in
scandal. After swerving several times and driving erratically, the senator was pulled over by the
police and promptly arrested. The case reaches court next week, but the senator has not
offered to resign. Questioned about the future, the senator is expecting to run again to “let the
people decide his fate.”
[Version 2]
In what seems to be a frequent story, a Michigan Republican Senator has been caught up in
scandal. After swerving several times and driving erratically, the senator was pulled over by the
police and promptly arrested. The case reaches court next week, but the senator has not
offered to resign. Questioned about the future, the senator is expecting to run again to “let the
people decide his fate.”
[Version 3]
In what seems to be a frequent story, a Michigan Judge has been caught up in scandal. After
swerving several times and driving erratically, the judge was pulled over by the police and
promptly arrested. The case reaches court next week, but the judge has not offered to resign.
Questioned about the future, the judge is expecting to run again to “let the people decide his
fate.”
1. Please circle your class at WMU:
FR, SO, JR, SR
2. What is your age? (in years) __________
3. What is your academic college? _______________________
4. Please circle your preferred gender
Male Female
Non-binary

Prefer not to respond

5. Generally speaking, do you usually think of yourself as a Democrat, a Republican, or an
Independent? [circle one]
Democrat
Independent
Republican
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5(a) If you answered Democrat or Republican would consider yourself [circle one]:
Strong Democrat
OR
Weak Democrat
Strong Republican

OR

Weak Republican

5(b) If you answered Independent, would you say that you lean closer to the [circle
one]:
Republican party
OR
Democratic party
6. Whether you identify as Democrat, Republican, or Independent, how important is your
political identity to you? [circle one]
Extremely Unimportant
Unimportant
Somewhat Unimportant
Neutral
Somewhat Important
Important
Extremely Important
7. Using the scale below, do you consider yourself a liberal, a conservative or moderate?
[circle one]
Extremely Liberal
Liberal
Somewhat Liberal
Independent
Somewhat Conservative
Conservative
Extremely Conservative
8. When you are with other people, how often do you put on a show to impress or entertain
them? [circle one]
Always
Most of the Time
Somewhat of the Time
Once in a While
Never
9. When you are in a group of people, how often are you the center of attention?
[circle one]
Always
Most of the Time
Somewhat of the Time
Once in a While
Never
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10. How good or poor of an actor would you be?
[circle one]
Excellent
Good
Fair
Poor
Very Poor
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Appendix F
Table 1
Self-Monitoring Cumulative Percentage count

Valid

Missing
Total

3

Frequency
2

Percent
1.0

Valid Percent
1.0

Cumulative
Percent
1.0

4

10

4.9

4.9

5.9

5

16

7.8

7.9

13.8

6

24

11.7

11.8

25.6

7

32

15.6

15.8

41.4

8

34

16.6

16.7

58.1

9

31

15.1

15.3

73.4

10

27

13.2

13.3

86.7

11

12

5.9

5.9

92.6

12

8

3.9

3.9

96.6

13

3

1.5

1.5

98.0

14

3

1.5

1.5

99.5

15

1

.5

.5

100.0

Total

203

99.0

100.0

System

2

1.0

205

100.0
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Appendix G
Table 2
Party ID: High vs Low Self-Monitors Crosstabulation
% within version
partyid7
High vs low self-monitors
Low

version

1.00

version

20.0%

22.9%

8.6%

2

20.9%

16.3%

23.3%

3

23.1%

20.5%

12.8%

21.4%

19.7%

15.4%

1

29.0%

6.5%

2

12.0%

28.0%

3

11.5%

38.5%

18.3%

23.2%

1

24.2%

2
3

Total
Total

version

3.00

1

Total
High

2.00

Total

4.00

5.00

6.00

7.00

Total

20.0%

11.4%

17.1%

100.0%

11.6%

18.6%

4.7%

100.0%

7.7%

15.4%

20.5%

100.0%

1.7%

12.8%

15.4%

13.7%

100.0%

16.1%

3.2%

9.7%

12.9%

22.6%

100.0%

28.0%

8.0%

8.0%

12.0%

4.0%

100.0%

7.7%

15.4%

11.5%

15.4%

100.0%

14.6%

6.1%

11.0%

12.2%

14.6%

100.0%

15.2%

12.1%

1.5%

15.2%

12.1%

19.7%

100.0%

17.6%

20.6%

25.0%

5.9%

10.3%

16.2%

4.4%

100.0%

18.5%

27.7%

7.7%

3.1%

10.8%

13.8%

18.5%

100.0%

20.1%

21.1%

15.1%

3.5%

12.1%

14.1%

14.1%

100.0%

4.7%

Chi-Square Tests
Asymptotic
Significance (2High vs low self-monitors
Low

sided)
12

.299

15.207

12

.230

Linear-by-Linear Association

.001

1

.973

N of Valid Cases

117
21.351c

12

.045

26.072

12

.010

.090

1

.764

20.420a

12

.060

21.620

12

.042

Linear-by-Linear Association

.047

1

.828

N of Valid Cases

199

Pearson Chi-Square

Pearson Chi-Square
Likelihood Ratio
Linear-by-Linear Association
N of Valid Cases

Total

df
b

Likelihood Ratio

High

Value

Pearson Chi-Square
Likelihood Ratio

14.033

82
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Appendix H
Table 3
Party ID of Independent/Leaners: High vs Low
Self-Monitors
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Appendix I
Table 4
Importance of Political Identity: High vs Low Self-Monitors Crosstabulation
% within version
importance
High vs low self-monitors
Low

version

1

2

3

7

Total

8.3%

2.8%

33.3%

30.6%

19.4%

5.6%

100.0%

16.3%

7.0%

20.9%

18.6%

25.6%

4.7%

100.0%

17.9%

7.7%

17.9%

33.3%

23.1%

2.5%

14.4%

5.9%

23.7%

27.1%

22.9%

3.4%

100.0%

1

6.5%

6.5%

6.5%

12.9%

32.3%

29.0%

6.5%

100.0%

2

14.8%

3.7%

11.1%

18.5%

33.3%

11.1%

7.4%

100.0%

3

11.1%

7.4%

14.8%

11.1%

25.9%

25.9%

3.7%

100.0%

10.6%

5.9%

10.6%

14.1%

30.6%

22.4%

5.9%

100.0%

1

3.0%

7.5%

4.5%

23.9%

31.3%

23.9%

6.0%

100.0%

2

10.0%

11.4%

8.6%

20.0%

24.3%

20.0%

5.7%

100.0%

3

4.5%

13.6%

10.6%

15.2%

30.3%

24.2%

1.5%

100.0%

5.9%

10.8%

7.9%

19.7%

28.6%

22.7%

4.4%

100.0%

1
2

7.0%

3
Total
High

version

Total
Total

version

Total

4

5

6

100.0%

Chi-Square Tests
Asymptotic
Significance (2High vs low self-monitors
Low

sided)
12

.315

16.095

12

.187

Linear-by-Linear Association

.761

1

.383

N of Valid Cases

118
5.772c

12

.927

Likelihood Ratio

6.162

12

.908

Linear-by-Linear Association

1.076

1

.300

10.220a

12

.597

10.710

12

.554

1.829

1

.176

Pearson Chi-Square

Pearson Chi-Square

N of Valid Cases
Total

df
b

Likelihood Ratio

High

Value

Pearson Chi-Square
Likelihood Ratio
Linear-by-Linear Association
N of Valid Cases

13.783

85

203

38

39

